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Mr. Jounson of Colorado, from the Committee on IntersB¥te Qo 
Foreign Commerce, submitted the following 


REPORT 


UNIV. OF 1 


{To accompany 3S. 2653] 


The Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, to whom 
was referred the bill (S. 2653) to standardize rates on household goods 
shipped by the United States Government for its employees, having 
considered the same, report favorably thereon and recommend that 
the bill do pass. 


PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE LEGISLATION 


Under section 22, part 1, of the act, carriers may haul free or at 
reduced rates for the United States Government. Witnesses testified 
at length and, supported by figures of record,' developed the economic 
necessity for the removal of the privilege under section 22 as it now 
applies to motor common carriers of household goods. 


HISTORY 


The majority of persons and firms presently engaged in the moving 
industry were so identified prior to passage of the Motor Carrier Act 
of 1935. In the early days, moving service could be identified by 
horse-drawn vehicles moving between homes, offices, and establisments 
within a limited area and between harbor docks and railroad lines. 
Many of these firms are now in their third generation of ownership. 
It may be correctly stated that modern-day moving service is available 
to most of the public between most points within the United States 
that can be reached by motor van. 


1! Committee hearings, pp. 1200-1239. 










































































AMENDMENT TO INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


DEGREE OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR SERVICE 


The household goods carriers jn 
certificates issued by the Interstate 
mates 4,000 firms domiciled in cities, towns, and communities through- 
out the United States. Service by such type of motor common carriers 
is under tariff and other regulations of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission. Eleven specific rules are Prescribed by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in addition to the basic law and regulatory contro] 
applying to al] types of common carriers, 


interstate commerce, identified by 
» Commerce Commission, approxi- 


CONTROLS 


One such rule describes the nature of a MOving service. The 
limited description of that rule prevents a mover’s entrance into the 
freight field. Another rule Provides the exact manner in which 
vehicles must be Weighed before and after loading in order to deter. 
mine the net Weight of the shipment upon which the transportation 
charges apply. The manner of rate Publication (per hundredweight ) 
is prescribed for these carriers. Other rules Provide that all] accesso-. 
rial services, packing, ete., shall be Separately stated in the tariffs 
and shall not be lower than the cost of performing the service, 

No discounts of @0Vv character whatsoever shall be authorized by 
tariff provisions. The matter of procuring insurance for the shipper, 
beyond the extent of the carvier’s legal liability, is regulated by the 
Commission. The carrier is prohibited from participating in any 
profit from the sale of insurance, 


EARNINGS 


Records of the Interstate Commerce ( 
cial reports of class | household goods 
yearly volume) show an average oper 
endar years 1950 “Ol. 

arger operators can often minimize the 
miles above operating cost: however, there 
who have considerable difficulty in doing this 

Since World War IT, the United St 
Armed Forces, has become the largest single user of the services of 
approximately 4,000 household goods carriers. In some cases, Goy- 
ernment business represents 50 percent of & mover’s volume. Such 
volume of business obviously is not of a character to lend itself to 
reduced rate consideration by the fact that ach shipment of house- 
hold goods involves differing conditions of service. There is no 
certain paitern that can be applied in the handling of household 
goods shipments other than the constantly varying application of 
the know-how identifying iis inheren} economic difference from that 
of any other form of transporiation. 


ommMission identifying finan 
carriers ($200,000 or more 
ating ratio of 98.9 for the cal. 


cost factor of empty 
are many small movers 


ates Government, especially the 


REGULATION OF PRACTICES 








Prime reasons for adoption of the Motor Carrier Act of 1935 was 
to effect in the public interest 9 correction of economic conditions 
creaied by ihe then wholly uncontrolled motor carrier transportation 
System. The outstanding evils of the rapid expansion of motor 
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transportation brought on a series of economic disasters, both to 
carriers and their shippers. In no other field of motor transportation 
was this more true than within the household goods carriers. The 
race for business ‘‘at reduced rates’’ resulted in demoralized service 
and personal loss to thousands of individual owners of household goods. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission did develop rules of practice, 
heretofore reviewed, as a means for avoiding destructive competition. 
This has resulted in improved conditions for the shipping public 
identified by approximately 6 million families that move annually 
between intercity points. The same improvement has not been fully 
extended to armed-services personnel because of uncontrolled privileges 
under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act. The beneficial 
purpose served by reduced-rate privilege for other types of carriers 
under section 22 of the act has not been found to exist for the household- 
goods carriers due to the fact that such privilege when extended to 
approximately 4,000 individual moving firms has resulted in abuse 
of privilege to the detriment of movers and their shipping public. 
Uncontrolled privilege of reduced rates under section 22 exercised 
by the largest single patron of the household-goods carriers, the Federal 
Government, has resulted in rate reductions to the Government 
as much as 47 percent below the carriers’ publicly filed tariffs. Rev- 
enue of the household-goods carriers is lightly above the cost of opera- 
tion (98 percent); it must follow that the shipping public is being 
assessed for the less-than-cost service the Government is purchasing 
under reduced-rate privilege. Quality of service to the Government 
and its employees must suffer when such service is rendered under 
depressed transportation rates. 


SCOPE OF LEGISLATION 


Congress has been aware of the afore-described situation and has 
endeavored on several occasions to correct it. In the Transportation 
Act of 1940, section 321, Congress stated, in substance, that it was 
no longer necessary to secure bids from lawfully operated motor 
carriers; however, this left a purely permissive situation under section 
22 for obtaining bids. 

In 1946, the Seventy-ninth Congress adopted Public Law 600. 
The net effect of the law was to remove the Federal Government as 
a shipper of household goods for its civilian employees and sub- 
stitute therefor an allowance for moving expense to employees. Pub- 
lic Law 600 has proven successful in its limited application. 

The Seventy-ninth Congress also adopted Public Law 604, provid- 
ing in its pertinent part that household goods shipments may be 
made for members of the armed services by rail, water or van without 
regard to comparative costs. Public Law 604 was adopted at the 
request of the armed services, apparently seeking a lawful method 
for transporting household goods of its personnel without the require- 
ment of reduced rates under quotations. Because of the remaining 
privilege under section 22, conflict, confusion, and destructive com- 
petition have continued to the detriment of the members of the 
armed services, whose prized household goods effects are being offered 
for transportation to the lowest bidder, without any responsibility 
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for safe carriage by the Government to the owners. The amend- 
ment to section 22 will have the effect of accomplishing the purpose 
of Public Law 604, and eliminate operating problems of the household 
goods carriers and remove the burden of less than compensatory 
rates afforded the Government which is now borne by the shipping 
public. 

The amendment will not deprive the Government from using the 
several levels of rates lawfully on file with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission; nor will it deprive the Government of its right of appeal 
to the ICC as to the reasonableness of any such rate. 

Senate bill 2653 will accomplish in full what was endeavored by 
Congress in section 321 of the Transportation Act of 1940 and Public 
Laws 600 and 604 respectively, of the Seventy-ninth Congress, in 1946. 

The foregoing information, facts, and conclusions pertain only to 
those carriers by motor van specializing in the transportation of 
“household goods.’”’ This term is used in the rules prescribed by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission in (Ex parte MC-19, effective 
October 23, 1939) governing the practices of interstate motor common 
carriers of “household goods.” 


OBJECTIONS 


No witness appeared in opposition to 5. 2653. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission,’ responding to a request by this committee 
for comments on S. 2653, reviewed the testimony presented by the 
household goods carriers and took the following position: 


The objections to the present practice appear valid, but there seems to be no 
reason why an exception should be made for household goods carriers. The same 
objections apply, perhaps even more strongly, to rate cutting for the Government 
by carriers of general commodities. There would also appear to be no reason for 
excepting transportation for the United States Government without also excepting 
the transportation for State or municipal governments. 

If an amendment of this nature is deemed desirable, the question arises whether 
it would not be preferable to remove the privilege from all property carried, 
stored, or handled for the United States, State or municipal governments, rather 
than go at it piecemeal, as proposed in the bill. This could be done by striking 
from the first sentence of section 22, the words, ‘‘for the United States, State, or 
municipal governments, or’’. 

In the light of our experience, we believe the United States Government should 
pay the full tariff rates on property transported for it, the same as any other 
shipper. In emergencies, arrangements could be made with carriers for preserving 
the secrecy of movements. 

As indicated, the position taken by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission does not oppose the principle of S. 2653, but raises only the 
question of the advisability for removal of section 22 reduced-rate 
privilege from all forms of transportation in service to the United 
States, State, or municipal governments. No testimony was before 
this committee with respect to the advisability for eliminating the 
reduced-rate privilege under section 22 in its entirety. It would not 
appear that favorable consideration of the bill should be withheld 
merely because its principles might be of benefit to the economic 
welfare of other forms of interstate transportation. 

The Comptroller General,’ in reply to a request by this committee, 
submitted views recommending that this committee consider the 


1 Committee hearings, pp. 1240-1241. 
? Committee hearings, p. 1241 
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legislation unfavorably. The Comptroller General observed that 
the title of the bill, because of the words ‘‘for its employees’’ is mis- 
leading. Such verbiage could be eliminated to clarify the fact that 
the proposed amendment would eliminate the free or reduced rates 
on all shipments of Government property coming within the cited 
definition of household goods. The position taken by the Comptroller 
General that the bill would deny section 22 privilege when household 
goods are transported by other types of motor carrier, railroad or 
forwarders, is erroneous. Control under the bill is directed exclusively 
to govern the practices of interstate motor common carriers of house- 
hold goods as defined by the Interstate Commerce Commission in its 
order ex parte MC-19 (17 M. C. C. 467), wherein the term “Household 
goods,” as used in governing rules, describes and provides a limitation 
to the type of service rendered by such household goods carriers 
operating under certificates issued by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, 

The Comptroller General states that emphasis should be given to the 
fact that there is nothing in section 22 which requires a carrier to 
furnish transportation at less than established tariff rates. This fact 
has been admitted by proponents of the bill, dividing the responsi- 
bility for abuses of the privilege under section 22 between Government 
contracting officers and household goods carriers. The Comptroller 
General asks that consideration be given to the effect of the bill on 
transportation appropriations of the various United States Govern- 
ment agencies. Already, however, facts would indicate that the 
Government is now paying published tariff rates for the movement of 
certain of its establishments. 

The Comptroller General observes that the final result may well be 
the elimination of the entire section 22 privileges of the Interstate 
Commerce Act with the resultant increase in Government expenditures. 
Without considering such speculative development, this committee 
may not ignore convincing evidence presented by the household goods 
carriers not disputed by the Comptrolle: General, wherein lost revenue 
suffered by the moving industry as a result of the abuses under section 
22 is being passed on to such members of the general public who em- 
ploy the services of household goods carriers through lawfully filed 
tariffs for public use. Upon passage of this bill, other forms of 
transportation might request similar relief. Should the same degree 
of public burden be show n, as submitted by the household goods car- 
riers, Congress might consider relief. Precedent for such congres- 
sional action was established a few years ago by total elimination of 
the so-styled land-grant rates which, though applying only to the 
railroads’ rate reductions, were seriously affecting the revenue of 
practically all forms of transportation. 

Records indicate that the Comptroller General’s office recommended 
favorable action on section 321 of the Transportation Act of 1940, 
eliminating the requirement of bids for Government transportation 
by motor common carriers. Likewise recommended favorable passage 
of Public Law 600 by the Seventy-ninth Congress for removal of the 
Government as shipper of household goods for civilian Government 
employees, substituting therefor a Government allowance to civilian 
employees for moving expenses incurred. Also, he did not record 
objection to Public Law 604 of the Seventy-ninth Congress, providing 
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that household goods shipments for members of the armed services 
be made without regard to comparative costs by rail, water, or van. 
Senate bill 2653 appears to complete the purposes sought in the afore- 
mentioned enactments. 


CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing 
Rules ofthe Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as 
reported, are shown as follows (new matter is printed in italics, existing 
law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman): 


PART I, INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT 


Sec. 22. That nothing in this part shall prevent the carriage, storage, or 
handling of property free or at reduced rates for the United States, State, or 
municipal governments, or for charitable purposes, or to or from fairs and exposi- 
tions for exhibition thereat, or the free carriage of destitute and homeless persons 
transported by charitable societies, and the necessary agents employed in such 
transportation, or the transportation of persons for the United States Government 
free or at reduced rates, or the issuance of mileage, excursion, or commutation 
passenger tickets; nothing in this part shall be construed to prohibit any common 
carrier from giving reduced rates to ministers of religion, or to municipal govern- 
ments for the transportation of indigent persons, or to inmates of the National 
Homes or State Homes for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers and of Soldiers’ and 
Sailors’ Orphan Homes, including those about to enter and those returning home 
after discharge, under arrangements with the boards of managers of said homes; 
nothing in this part shall be construed to prohibit amy common carrier from 
establishing by publication and filing in the manner prescribed in section 6 reduced 
fares for application to the transportation of (a) personnel of United States armed 
services or of foreign armed services, when such persons are traveling at their 
own expense, in uniform of those services, and while on official leave, furlough, 
or pass; or (b) persons discharged, retired, or released from United States armed 
services within thirty days prior to the commencement of such transportation and 
traveling at their own expense to their homes or other prospective places of abode; 
nothing in this part shall be construed to prevent railroads from giving free 
carriage to their own officers and employees, or to prevent the free carriage, 
storage, or handling by a carrier of the household goods and other personal effects 
of its own officers or employees when such goods and effects. must necessarily be 
moved from one place to another as a result of a change in the place of employment 
of such officers or employees while in the service of the carrier, or to prevent the 
principal officers of any railroad company or companies from exchanging passes 
or tickets with other railroad companies for their officers and employees; and 
nothing in this part contained shall in any way abridge or alter the remedies now 
existing at common law or by statute, but the provisions of this part are in addition 
to such remedies; nothing in this part shall be construed to prohibit any common 
carrier from carrying any totally blind person accompanied by a guide or seeing- 
eye dog or other guide dog specially trained and educated for that purpose at the 
usual and ordinary fare charged to one person, under such reasonable regulations 
as may have been established by the carrier: Provided, That no pending litigation 
shall in any way be affected by this part: Provided further, That nothing in this 
part shall prevent the issuance of joint interchangeable five-thousand-mile tickets, 
with special privileges as to the amount of free baggage that may be carried under 
mileage tickets of one thousand or more miles ‘Provided further, That this 
section shall not apply to the carriage, storage, or handling of shipments of ‘household 
goods’ as defined by the Interstate Commerce Commission in Practices of Motor 
Common Carriers of Household Goods (17 M. C. C. 467), when such carriage, slorage, 
or handling is for the United States Government”. But before any common carrier, 
subject to the provisions of this part, shall issue any such joint interchangeable 
mileage tickets with special privileges, as aforesaid, it shall file with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission copies of the joint tariffs of rates, fares, or charges on 
which such joint interchangeable mileage tickets are to be based, together with 
specifications of the amount of free baggage permitted to be carried under such 
tickets, in the same manner as common carriers are required to do with regard to 


ower jont * * *., 
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